Despite tremendous progress in network and social capital research over the past decades, the behavioral aspects of networking remain ill-understood. Research has tended to ignore how individuals balance intentional, high-agency networking actions and serendipitous, low-agency actions and how the mix between those two sets of behaviors may affect individual utility from networking. Whereas the emerging body of research on networking predominantly portrays individuals as highly instrumental and goal-directed in their networking, studies in the prevailing structuralist paradigm of social capital research emphasize network actions induced by prior social structure and environmental factors. In this study we aim to unite both perspectives, addressing how individuals balance intentional and serendipitous behaviors during networking. Using an interactive experiment in which we manipulate the extent of forethought exercised ahead of an information search task, we observe ? with the help of sociometric badges ? how planning and preparation shift the balance between ego-vs. alterinitiated actions, intentional vs. ad-hoc actions, and deliberate vs. emergent actions. Using a battery of psychological and cognitive measures as a backdrop, we assess how certain personality and cognitive characteristics enable individuals to adopt the balance in behaviors that helps them to successfully navigate social settings in search of information.
INTRODUCTION
Networking has become part and parcel of professional life, and the popularity of the self-help lay literature on networking is evidence of the general interest in effective networking across a wide range of contexts (e.g. Ferrazzi & Raz, 2014; Nierenberg, 2002) . In particular, networking has come to play an important role in the lives of entrepreneurs, inventors, managers and other creative professionals, for whom access to information and advice is critical to generate new ideas and solve problems (Casciaro, Gino, & Kouchaki, 2014; Hallen & Eisenhardt, 2012; Singh, Hansen, & Podolny, 2010; Vissa, 2012) . To date, however, our understanding of networking as a behavior is still rather limited. In particular, extant research has tended to ignore how individuals balance intentional networking and serendipitous actions and how the mix between those two sets of behaviors may affect individual utility from networking.
For decades social capital and network research has been dominated by a "structuralist" paradigm (Kilduff & Brass, 2010) that portrays the formation of ties and the resulting access to information as a rather passive process where individuals lacks agency (Bandura, 2001; Emirbayer & Goodwin, 1994) . Structural forces such as transitivity and homophily dominate the tie formation discourse. It is almost as if individuals accumulate social capital as a mere byproduct of implicit behavioral preferences exercised during exposure to new tie opportunities (Davis, 1970; McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & Cook, 2001) . It is typically assumed that such opportunities arise spontaneously and serendipitously as a function of the spatial and social environments where individuals expose themselves to others (Feld, 1981) , rather than being strategically pursued. Even studies analyzing the social dynamics of networking events appear to 1 give precedence to structural forces -such as implicit behavioral tendencies and socially embedded referral processes -over individuals' deliberate, strategic networking behaviors (Ingram & Morris, 2007; Singh et al., 2010) .
Only relatively recently have network scholars begun to attend to behavioral strategies in networking (Bensaou, Galunic, & Jonczyk-Sédès, 2013; Hallen & Eisenhardt, 2012; Vissa, 2011) . This research seeks to complement the structuralist paradigm by bringing back appreciation for the role of agency in shaping network information advantage (Casciaro et al., 2014; Stuart & Sorenson, 2007; Vissa, 2012) . However, just as the structuralist tradition downplays the role of agency and intent, research on networking strategies carries the risk of overlooking the way in which structural forces exert their influence, by way of serendipity and spontaneity as opposed to forethought or deliberate strategies.
Taken together, a balanced understanding of how networking unfolds as a mix between intentional and serendipitous networking behaviors is lacking. Although agency research has advocated the view that personal agency and social structure operate interdependently (Bandura, 2001) , research has failed to understand how the two forces jointly guide the social dynamics of networking. In this paper, we aim to unite the structure and agency perspectives on networking, addressing how individuals balance intentional and serendipitous behaviors during networking and assess how that balance affects networking effectiveness, defined for the purpose of this study as the individual ability to find specific information in a social setting.
To this end we designed an interactive experiment in which we manipulated the extent of forethought exercised ahead of an information search task through networking. We subdivided participants randomly into three treatment groups that engaged in varying levels of forethought (i.e. planning) ahead of their search for a specific target person. In that experiment we observed networking in real-time and in minute detail, utilizing a combination of self-reported data, video recording and sociometric badges to track participants' behavior and make inferences on their motives. Specifically, we coded each interaction (from both parties' perspective) as intentional vs. ad-hoc, deliberate vs. emergent, and ego-vs. alter-initiated. We then analyzed how forethought alters the balance between those types of behaviors and how that balance affects networking effectiveness. Finally, using a battery of psychological and cognitive measures we explore how certain personality and cognitive characteristics enable individuals to adopt the balance in behaviors that help them successfully navigate social settings in search of information.
Through the insights gained by this study we aim to inform the structure-agency debate in social network research and contribute to developing a behavioral understanding of networking that balances intentional and serendipitous mechanisms (Kilduff & Tsai, 2003) . In doing so, we also underline the relevance of networking actions and strategies to research in management and entrepreneurship (Bensaou et al., 2013; Hallen & Eisenhardt, 2012; Vissa, 2011) .
STRUCTURE VERSUS AGENCY IN NETWORKING
Social networks researchers have long dwelled on the question how much control and agency individuals have over the relations they form and the information they can access (Emirbayer & Goodwin, 1994) . Fundamentally, agency is difficult to pinpoint since most connections and exchanges are formed only if both parties involved in an exchange agree to establish the interaction (Leider, Möbius, Rosenblat, & Do, 2009; Murphy, Rapoport, & Parco, 2006) . The same exchange may thus appear to be intentional to one party and serendipitous to the other.
Foundational theories in sociology have traditionally taken up the "structuralist" perspective, by emphasizing the role of social structure at the expense of individual agency in explaining networking dynamics (e.g. Blau, 1964; Burt, 2005; Coleman, 1988; Heider, 1946; McPherson et 3 al., 2001) . Structural forces, whereby new ties are formed on the basis of opportunities and constraints that arise from the pre-existing network structure or from environmental conditions, play a dominant role (Bandura, 2001; Kilduff & Brass, 2010) . For example, transitivity describes the tendency of individuals to connect to someone with whom they have a third-party in common (Davis, 1970; Wasserman & Faust, 1994) . Likewise, Feld's (1981) theory on the focused nature of social ties describes how social interactions are most often formed as an implicit byproduct of the spatial and social environments or "foci" where individuals are exposed to others. In these processes, individuals' tendencies to connect to others are shaped by implicit and often subconscious behavioral preferences, such as the tendency of homophily to connect to those who share similar traits, views or behaviors (McPherson et al., 2001) . Taken together, theories of tie formation in the structuralist paradigm strongly advocate the view that interactions are induced serendipitously by spatial and social circumstances rather than by deliberation and intent.
While the structuralist approach has greatly advanced our understanding of how social structures affect the individuals embedded within them (Burt, 1992; Coleman, 1988; Granovetter, 1985) , in recent years it has been criticized for downplaying the role of agency in how individuals shape their networks (Bensaou et al., 2013; Gulati & Srivastava, 2014; Kilduff & Krackhardt, 2008) . A growing body of research into networking emphasizes the agency of the individual striving to gain access to network resources, and actively engaging in strategic efforts to take advantage of these resources, as opposed to a view of the individual as passive recipient of serendipitously attained network benefits (Bandura, 1989) . The key insight on which this approach is based is that individuals differ substantially in the degree to which they can strategically shape opportunities for tie formation and mobilization (Anderson, 2008) . That is, individuals differ in their level of intent when building their networks (Klein, Lim, Saltz, & 4 Mayer, 2004; Mehra, Kilduff, & Brass, 2001) , in who comes to mind as a suitable person to turn to for a specific purpose (Menon & Smith, 2014; Smith, Menon, & Thompson, 2012) , and in their final choices of who they eventually decide to engage with for that purpose (Casciaro et al., 2014) .
Research in this new, emerging research tradition has helped reappraise the role of agency in how individuals form and leverage network ties, yet it does not directly provide insight into how intentional, high-agency behaviors coexist with unplanned or serendipitous actions that may be strongly conditioned by the environment and surrounding networking structure. In fact, research into network strategies may carry the risk of throwing the baby out with the bathwater, overlooking the role of structure and serendipity in its fervent advocacy of agency. Specifically, many studies on networking behavior rely mainly on self-reported behavior (e.g. Bensaou et al., 2013) , which may be tainted by post-hoc justifications and systematizing of past behavior, making it seem as if a series of disjointed or serendipitous actions were somehow part of a "grand strategy". Other works observe networking over a certain period of time, usually lasting several months (Bensaou et al., 2013; Vissa, 2012) . While this approach does rely on third-party observation or proxies in the form of business cards, its relatively long timeframe is ill-suited to reveal the myriad, minute decisions that make up the social dynamics of networking. Yet it is precisely at this micro-level of networking where differences in personality and cognition, already shown to influence networking behavior (Anderson, 2008; Mehra et al., 2001) , may exert their effects on whether individuals engage in intentional or serendipitous behaviors.
A TAXONOMY OF NETWORKING INTENTIONALITY
Thus far, we have portrayed structure and agency as a dichotomy, with intentional, deliberate, calculative, instrumental and goal-directed actions representing high agency and strong 5 intentionality and serendipitous, ad-hoc, spontaneous, altruistic and emergent actions induced by social structure and environmental factors representing low agency and weak intentionality.
Although this dichotomy is helpful in contrasting extreme behaviors, it fails to neatly separate agency from intentionality. In addition, it does not acknowledge that there may be subtle nuances in individual agency and intent that exist in between those extremes. To help capture those nuances, we propose a taxonomy of behaviors that captures a range of micro-behaviors at play during the social dynamics of networking. Figure 1 summarizes our taxonomy.
First, agency "refers to acts done intentionally" (Bandura, 2001: 6) . For the purposes of our study, we more narrowly define it in terms of interaction initiation. Although in rare cases two individuals may both take the initiative to start an interaction, it is more typical that an interaction stems from the initiative of only one of them. From ego's perspective, ego exercises control in deciding who to talk to for any conversation they initiate with someone else, regardless of whether the decision was premeditated and deliberate or rather ad-hoc. In contrast, ego exercises limited control in cases where alter took the initiative to start the conversation (i.e. ego retains some control in accepting or declining alter's initiative). Although any ego-initiated interaction places agency more with ego than with alter, ego-initiated interactions may vary in the level of intent. We argue that the most intentional type of behavior occurs when ego approaches an alter in line with forethought, i.e. in a premeditated manner (Bandura, 2001) . Any interaction that ego did not premeditate can be considered emergent, meaning that in some way it arises from social or spatial circumstance.
A first hybrid form of emergent behavior combining agency and structure occurs when ego follows through on a referral. Although it is arguably less intentional than a premeditated interaction, it is equally deliberate. Individuals may also approach others without premeditation, A second agency-structure hybrid behavior occurs when ego takes ad-hoc initiative to an exchange, with neither pre-meditation nor deliberation. This may occur, for example, when ego approaches a person that happens to be nearby at the time he or she concludes their last interaction. Exposure to individuals of whom they did not previously think of may trigger an adhoc decision to approach them (Brewer, 2000; Brewer & Webster, 2000; Smith et al., 2012) . This is particularly likely to happen in event settings, where it is difficult for individuals to have a complete overview of other participants and their interests and capabilities, and where exposure to others constantly changes as people move around the room. Although ad-hoc networking behavior is less intentional than premeditated and deliberate ego-initiated actions, ego retains agency over choosing an interaction partner.
In alter-initiated conversations, ego relinquishes most control to alter in choosing their interaction partner, yet it is not true that ego completely lacks intentionality. As Bandura (2001) explains, chance encounters and fortuitous events do not mean individuals do not exercise any agency at all; in fact, some individuals may seek to capitalize on the unexpected and take it as an opportunity to explore new directions (Austin, 1978) . Although individuals may sometimes prioritize their own search over making themselves available to others, they may often feel 7 pressure to accommodate the interaction requests of others, and in doing so, may decide to ask for information despite the fact they did not plan to do so . Note that such a strategy may well be intentional, for example as part of a strategy of soliciting referrals. The active behavior of "taking a chance" contrasts with alter-initiated interactions where ego only passively responds to alter's initiative to the exchange. Such passive behavior can occur, for example, whilst ego is waiting for someone else to become available for interaction and is "intercepted" by someone who wishes to talk to him or her.
Taken together, agency and intent coincide at the extremes of the intentionality-serendipity networking behavior continuum, with premeditated, deliberate and ego-initiated actions at one extreme and emergent, ad-hoc, alter-initiated and passive interactions at the other. Intermediate points on the continuum represent intermediate levels of intentionality, yet agency may lie primarily with either ego or alter. Although we will return to our complete taxonomy in the description of networking behaviors observed during our experiment, in the following we willfor reasons of simplicity -fall back on the dichotomy of intentional and serendipitous actions to develop our core arguments.
BALANCING INTENTIONALITY AND SERENDIPITY
As explained above, in the social dynamic of information search during networking, individuals will often rely on a mix of intentional and serendipitous behaviors. In this study, we explore how individuals balance these different types of behaviors and assess how this balance will affect individuals' ability to find information from a specific search target. At this stage, it is important to note that we believe the effectiveness of intentional versus serendipitous behaviors is strongly dependent on the nature of the networking task at hand. That is, searching for specific, scarce information will call for a different approach to networking than searching for more general, widely distributed information. Likewise, networking events aimed at meeting new people and establishing knowledge about them (Vissa, 2012) will differ from settings aimed at information search in terms of what behaviors are effective. In this study, we will limit ourselves to assessing how reliance on intentional versus serendipitous behaviors affects networking in social eventlike settings where individuals search for specific, scarce information. Within these boundary conditions, we argue that both intentional and serendipitous behaviors have merits and risks.
Intentional networking behaviors facilitate information search, as they likely take the form of attribute-based search where individuals act on any prior information or clues they may have on other attendees (Adamic & Adar, 2005) . For example, through preparation and planning, individuals can identify people who they believe to have valuable attributes, such as expertise in a specific domain or good knowledge of other participants (Smith et al., 2012) . Provided the perception of others' attributes is not misjudged, following through on such intuitions is helpful, as it allows individuals to identify a better than random starting point in a search chain (Milgram, 1967; Singh et al., 2010) . Given that it is difficult for people to accurately observe the social structures around them (Casciaro, 1998; Killworth & Bernard, 1976 ) -particularly in settings where awareness and knowledge of others is limited -it is practically impossible for individuals to know the shortest path to a specific search target. Yet, people can identify a meaningful starting point in the search chain based on either awareness of other attendees' knowledge attributes or intuitions about their connectedness. Given that most social structures have smallworld properties (Milgram, 1967; Watts & Strogatz, 1998) -i.e . are composed of densely connected cliques of people with shared attributes, interconnected by sparse ties that cut across those cliques -it is helpful to approach others that are likely to have overlapping knowledge with the search target and may thus belong to the same clique, or to approach people who are seen as being well connected and are likely to have cross-cutting ties to other cliques (Granovetter, 2000; Hansen, 1999) .
However, despite the advantages described above, intentional behaviors likely have limitations. Unless individuals are able to identify their target directly based on their own knowledge, it is unlikely that individuals can reach a socially distant search target exclusively through intentional actions. As argued above, imperfect or incomplete information on the attributes of other participants makes it unlikely individuals can identify the complete search chain fully on their own accord (Singh et al., 2010) . Serendipitous exchanges are more likely than intentional exchanges to cut across network cliques and hence more likely contain novel information (Granovetter, 1973; Uzzi & Spiro, 2005) . Although the chances of such novel information to be useful may comparatively small, it heightens the probability that individuals find relevant information they were not looking for (Bandura, 2001) . Exclusively searching through intentional networking carries the risk of containing oneself to certain cliques or network neighborhoods and limiting exposure to new information about and referrals to individuals outside those cliques (Burt, 2004) . Conversely, by extending their network reach through serendipitous networking actions, individuals may uncover resources that are otherwise unattainable, or have been overlooked. Further, the more attendees get to know each other whilst a networking event proceeds, the higher the chances that a random encounter may provide novel and useful knowledge.
FORETHOUGHT AND INSTRUMENTALITY IN NETWORKING
Given that both intentional and serendipitous networking have merits for information search, effective search through networking is likely to be a mix both types of behaviors. On the basis of Bandura's (2001: 6) reasoning that "intentions center on plans of action" we argue that the extent to which individuals engage in intentional versus serendipitous actions -and, indirectly, the extent to which this is effective for information search -is first and foremost a function of planning and forethought (Bandura, 1989) . As summarized graphically in Figure 2 , we further hold that the forethought-intentionality relation depends on participants' prior knowledge of others, as well as on a range of personality and cognitive factors. Note that, whilst we manipulate forethought and participant information in our experiment, we allow for natural variation in personality and cognition among our study participants.
First, we argue that individuals are more likely to engage in instrumental networking behaviors compared to serendipitous ones if they engage in planning and forethought ahead of their networking (Bandura, 2001) . Forethought is a form of cognitive activation of potentially suitable individuals one may to turn to (Menon & Smith, 2014; Smith et al., 2012) . Thinking of potentially suitable alters in advance should push individuals to be more selective in choosing who to turn during the event, and to exhibit a greater tendency to initiate interactions rather than accepting alters' interaction initiatives. In other words, forethought should push individuals to behave with greater intent and exercise more agency. Second, the extent to which individuals demonstrate intent and exercise agency will depend on their level of background information on other participants. Individuals who have greater awareness of others' backgrounds -in other words, who have greater transactive memory (Bunderson, 2003) -are more likely than those with more limited information to stick to any premeditated ideas about suitable conversation partners, to generally approach alters with a greater extent of deliberation (or, conversely, rely less on ad-hoc interactions) and to exercise a greater level of control in the initiation of exchanges. Participant knowledge is thus likely to moderate the relationship between forethought and reliance on intentional over serendipitous 11 networking actions.
Although forethought and prior participant knowledge will be critical in determining networking behaviors, personality and cognition attributes may act as a third source of variation.
There are three attributes that we believe are worth highlighting upfront. First, self-monitoring captures individual differences in the ability to control expressive behavior and self-presentation (Gangestad & Snyder, 2000; Kilduff & Day, 1994) . We believe that high self-monitors -often conceptualized as social chameleons who pay a great amount of attention to social cues in order to adapt their behavior to needs of the current social environment (Berscheid, Graziano, Monson, & Dermer, 1976; Kilduff & Day, 1994 ) -may be better at identifying social circles or cliques and the cross-cutting ties between them, which may give them an advantage in identifying effective search chains. Second, cognitive flexibility -defined here as the plasticity required to adjust to new environmental demands (Salisbury, 2003) -"involves being flexible enough to adjust to changed demands or priorities, to admit one was wrong, and to take advantage of sudden, unexpected opportunities" (Diamond, 2013: 14) . We believe these characteristics may facilitate individuals in switching between intentional and serendipitous network actions in accordance with situational demands. Finally, we believe that perceived self-efficacy -defined as individuals' belief in their ability to exert control over events that affect their lives (Bandura, 1989 : 1189) -may push individuals to exercise more forethought and subsequently network more intentionally, as high self-efficacy has been shown to drive individuals to set more ambitious goals and manifest firmer commitment to them (Bandura, 1989; Locke, Frederick, Lee, & Bobko, 1984) .
MANIPULATING FORETHOUGHT

Research design
Participants of our study were scientists at a major pharmaceutical firm, which we will refer to as the Umbrella Corporation (Umbrella for short) for reasons of confidentiality. Umbrella is a major sponsor of scholarships for doctoral and postdoctoral researchers who have dual affiliation to the company and a university of their choice. This population is ideally suited to study networking in a professional environment, because each participant had highly specialized expertise that others could seek out. We collected data during a network training session, which was part of a two-day event organized for these researchers, the main purpose of which was to provide a space for networking and sharing ideas. Our data collection took place at the start of the event and before any network training we offered to minimize the chance of influencing their networking behavior. The 69 participants were mostly young and the majority female (72%). Half were undertaking doctoral studies, while the other half were postdoctoral researchers. Three-quarters of participants were studying in the country where Umbrella's corporate headquarters are located.
Each participant was simultaneously searching for a target and operating as the search target for someone else. To this end, we asked each participant before the event to provide us with three Multiple Choice Questions, each with four potential answer options: three incorrect and one correct (see Figure 4) . We instructed them to create questions related to the science behind their research project ("the more specific the questions are to your expertise, the better") and that only a person with in-depth expertise related to their work or study area should be able to answer it. Each participant was then assigned a question developed by another participant. To find their search target -and therefore the answer to their assigned question -each participant would have to talk to other participants, in pairs only. When approached by someone else, a participant had the choice whether they wanted to ask their assigned question or not and/or to ask for referral.
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After closing a conversation, the participant could approach another person provided they were available, until they found the answer to their assigned question. At that point they would receive a new question, up to a maximum of five. Although our analysis focuses on the first question only, participants worked on subsequent questions to stay "in the game". We instructed individuals to try and find their search target in as few steps as possible and handed out three prizes, with the chances of winning being higher, the fewer number of steps a participant needed to get to their first search target. To prevent people from declining to talk to those approaching them, only those conversations where the focal individual asked their assigned question counted toward the number of steps to the target.
To allocate search targets to each participant, we developed and used an algorithm that randomly allocated search targets -unique for up to five rounds of the game -via a set of decision rules. The algorithm specifically excluded as search target (1) any people who participants already knew beforehand, (2) any people to whom they were linked only through one intermediary, and (3) any people they themselves were a search target for. No person was assigned as a search target more than twice in any single round.
Participants were randomly assigned to three treatment groups, with varying degrees of planning ahead of the game. The first group ("No Planning") did not partake in a planning stage, but instead completed a short questionnaire about the most and least enjoyable aspects of their current job. The second group ("Autonomous Planning") was given a form on which they could write the names of those among the participants that, based on their own knowledge of them, might know the answer, or might point them in the right direction. Finally, the third group ("Assisted Planning") received the same form as those in the second condition but was also given a delegate list with participant names and project titles to aid them. 14 We collected data in four stages. In the first stage of data collection -three weeks prior to the event -we requested all participants to complete an online intake survey. In this survey, we utilized a battery of personality-, cognition-, and behavior-related measures, all of which may conceivably predict their subsequent networking behavior. We also asked participants about their existing relations to other participants. These included questions about who they knew, how close they felt to them, and how well they knew their research. The dual purpose of collecting such data was to understand when and how participants rely on their pre-existing ties during the experiment, as well as to enable us to match participants to search targets with the algorithm.
In the second stage -before the start of the interactive game but after participants had received their first question -participants were asked to complete a brief paper-based survey.
Participants in the "Autonomous Planning" and "Assisted Planning" conditions were asked to write down the name of anyone who they believed might know the answer or might have information that would get them closer to that person. Participants in the "No Planning" condition completed an unrelated task about work satisfaction during this time. Participants in the Assisted Planning condition returned the delegate list before the start of the game.
The third stage was the 45-minute interactive networking game. We recorded the sequence of interactions in three ways. Firstly, participants were provided with forms on which to record, in chronological order and for each question, the IDs of all participants they talked to. They also indicated whether participants referred them to someone else, and whether they asked the assigned question (i.e. because if approached by someone else, they faced the choice to ask the assigned question or not). Second, all interactions were video recorded from multiple angles. All participants wore brightly colored vests on which their ID number was clearly visible from both front and back. Third, and most importantly, we used sociometric badges to record data about 15 participants' movement and conversation partners (Kim, McFee, Olguin, Waber, & Pentland, 2012) . These wearable devices were handed out before the exercise and recorded, at 15 -second intervals, the signal strengths to nearby badges. This allows us to reconstruct all participant interactions with precise timestamps, as the strongest signal indicated their current conversation partner. To increase the reliability and precision of the interaction data, we triangulated between the three sources and created a person-timestamp-level dataset that indicated for each individual if they were "idle" or "interacting", and in case of the latter with whom. We symmetrized the dataset such that every conversation was reported both ways with identical timestamps.
The fourth and final stage of data collection consisted of a paper-based survey handed out to respondents. We asked them to tell us what strategy, if any, they followed and to comment on whether their prior planning (if applicable) was helpful and whether they were able to stick to the plan. We also asked them about whether they experienced certain emotions (e.g. energized, awkward) during the exercise, and how difficult they found it to be. Table 1 reports the descriptive statistics and correlations 1 . Regarding networking effectiveness we found that 71% of participants managed to find their first target, in an average of 3.9 steps. Speed to first target expresses the inverse of the number of steps to the first target, setting values for those who did not reach their target to 0. Since we allowed individuals to move onto a new target when they had succeeded to find their current target 2 , the success count indicates the overall number of targets individuals successfully identified. In addition, we calculated networking 1 We dropped two individuals from our dataset who claimed to have found the answer to their first question (and thus continued with a second question) but did not in fact talk to the target. 2 Note that participants did not engage in any planning in their search for subsequent target persons. Hence the treatment effect only applies to the search for the first target.
Results
Validity checks and descriptive statistics
efficiency as the ratio of the speed to the first target (see above) and the inverse geodesic distance (i.e. proximity) between ego and their target in the knowledge awareness network (see below).
For unreachable pairs we set the proximity to zero.
Prior to the game participants indicated they knew on average 8 other participants and knew about the research background of 7.7 people. During the full 45-minute game individuals talked to on average 7.42 alters, on average 34% of which participants (i.e. those in the Autonomous and Assisted Planning conditions) had planned to talk to. The degree of forethought was greater for those in the Assisted Planning condition (mean = 44%, N = 23) compared to those in the Autonomous Planning condition (mean = 24%, N = 22, t-test on difference p<0.05), indicating that those with more information were more likely to stick to their plan. In line with this result, we also find that the correlation between the degree of forethought and speed to first target is stronger for those in the Assisted
Planning condition (r = 0.72) than for those in the Autonomous Planning condition (r = 0.31).
We also included a range of individual personality and cognition variables, obtained from the intake survey. These measures included self-monitoring (Snyder, 1974) , cognitive flexibility (Martin & Rubin, 1995) , a shortened version of the "Big Five" (Rammstedt & John, 2007) , as well as shyness and sociability (Cheek & Buss, 1981) , and self-efficacy (Chen, Gully, & Eden, 2001 ). 
T-tests (not shown) reveal that participants in the No Planning condition
appeared to have higher levels of self-efficacy than those in the Autonomous Planning condition (p<0.05). However, assuming that high self-efficacy would make it easier to achieve networking effectiveness, this potential bias this difference may introduce would make it more difficult to establish that those in the Autonomous Planning condition would benefit from engaging in planning compared to those in the No Planning condition. Planning conditions. However, these effects disappear once we look at the sub-sample of those who reached their first target, confirming our intuition there would be no effect of the treatment on the search for subsequent search targets.
Main effect of forethought on networking effectiveness
Taken together, these findings suggest that individuals who planned based on high-quality information were more effective in locating the target than those in the other two conditions. Our study shows that access to background information of participants is critical to networking effectiveness. We can thus conclude that it is not so much the planning per se that conveys a performance advantage (i.e. Autonomous vs. No Planning conditions), but rather planning based on partial versus complete information (i.e. Assisted vs. Autonomous Planning). We now turn to a discussion of how individuals in the three treatment groups behaved differently during their search for the answer to their first assigned question.
Measuring micro-level behaviors
To measure the networking behaviors of participants during the game, we developed a coding scheme to characterize each interaction from ego's perspective 3 . In a first step we sorted all interactions chronologically and by individual and collated all relevant information on what happened during and before the interaction from both ego's and alter's perspective. This information included whether ego or alter planned the conversation, whether ego was referred to alter or vice versa, how long ego and alter were idle before the start of the conversation, whether alter was nearby 4 when ego finished the previous conversation or vice versa, whether ego and/or alter asked their assigned question, etc. We also identified instances where ego or alter were likely waiting for someone to become available, specifically their next conversation partner or a person they had been previously referred to. We coded as "ego waiting" all cases where ego had above-average proximity to the next alter or last referral and that person was interacting with someone else. In a second step, we then manually coded all interactions using open codes to describe how a conversation came about from ego's perspective. This coding exercise then allowed us to develop a more systemic set of decision rules that we then used in a third step to code all interactions in STATA. The micro-behaviors map onto the four dimensions laid out in our conceptual framework, i.e. pre-meditated versus emergent behaviors, deliberate versus adhoc behaviors, ego-versus alter-initiated behaviors, and active versus passive behaviors. Figure   5 summarizes the coding scheme we used for each micro-behavior and how it maps on the four higher-order dimensions.
"Follows plan" is a pre-meditated and deliberate ego-initiated behavior defined merely by whether the interaction was planned by ego or not. Individuals in the "No planning" conditions could evidently not exercise this behavior. "Follows referral" is an emergent yet deliberate egoinitiated action where ego decides to follow through on a referral received in the previous or any earlier conversation. To create mutually exclusive categories, it excludes rare cases where ego was referred to someone already on their plan. "Spontaneous turn to a friend" is another emergent and deliberate action where ego outside of his/her plan decides to consult someone -a "friend" -whose research they reported to know about. This behavior type excludes any friend 20 interactions based on planning or referral.
We observed three emergent, ad-hoc behaviors initiated by ego. First, a "quick turn" is defined as ego initiating a conversation with an alter that was nearby at the time they finished their previous conversation immediately (i.e. 0 or 1 timestamp) after finishing that conversation.
The conversation must not be based on planning or referral for either ego or alter, and it must not be a quick turn from alter's perspective. That is, when alter finished their last interaction ego was not yet close and alter was idle for more than a single timestamp, making it unlikely -albeit not completely impossible -that alter initiated the conversation. The quick turn is the most strictly defined ego-initiated ad-hoc behavior, as it is based on two main criteria, i.e. proximity and immediacy. To capture a broader range of ad-hoc behaviors we defined an "immediate switch"
as a behavior where only the immediacy criterion applies (i.e. ego turns quickly to a new alter that is not nearby) and "local search" as a behavior where only the proximity criterion applies (i.e. ego settles on a nearby alter yet not immediately).
We observed four types of alter-initiated interactions. The first two are based on our measurement of ego waiting for the next alter of last referral. The concept of an intercept conveys the notion that ego accepts to talk to alter whilst waiting to talk to someone else (most typically someone whom they have been referred to). More specifically, an intercept is an alterinitiated interaction -i.e. alter planned it, was referred or it was an ad-hoc action from alter's but not ego's perspective. We label intercepts where ego takes the opportunity and asks their assigned question as "intercept and takes chance"; if they do not, we label it a "pure intercept".
Alter-initiated interactions where ego was not waiting for anyone can be similarly sub-divided in ego "takes chance" and ego "responds only", depending on whether ego decides to ask their assigned question or not. Finally, we observed a residual set of interactions where neither ego 21 nor alter decided to ask their question. We label this behavior as "both inactive".
Differences in networking behaviors across treatment groups
As shown in Table 3 Compared to deliberate ego-initiated actions, ad-hoc ego-initiated behaviors were most common for participants in the No Planning condition, followed by those in the Autonomous Planning condition and, subsequently, those in the Assisted Planning conditions. That is, those in the No Planning condition relied more on ad-hoc than deliberate actions (21.0% vs. 14.7% respectively), whereas those in the Autonomous Planning (16.0% vs. 22.5%) and Assisted
Planning condition (12.3% vs. 30.7%) relied less on ad-hoc than deliberate actions. Except for the difference between Assisted and Autonomous Planning, these differences are significant at conventional 10% levels. Within the category of ad-hoc ego-initiated behaviors, we find that quick turns and local search were less frequent in the Assisted Planning conditions compared to the other two. We find no significant differences in immediate switching, although averages show the behavior was most common in the No Planning condition and least common in the 22 Assisted Planning condition.
In terms of alter-initiated behaviors, we find that taking a chance -i.e. asking the question to a person that approach you -was more common in the No Planning conditions compared to the other two (p = 0.0016). It is surprising that those in the Autonomous Planning condition did not more often take the opportunity to ask their question to someone not of their own choosing; after all their plan was based on own, limited background information on other participants. Intercepts (i.e. "pure intercepts" and "intercept and takes chance combined") are most common in the No Planning condition. This would suggest that those in the two planning conditions would be more inclined to turn down someone who approaches them if they are pursuing their plan or a referral.
These differences disappear for the sub-category of pure intercepts, largely because those in the No Planning condition who faced more intercepts would also see this as an unexpected chance to ask their question to a random alter. Interestingly, there are no significant differences in individuals' general helpfulness. Conversations where individuals only responded to someone who approaches them are equally common across the three conditions. Yet, in aggregate, those in the No Planning condition relied more on alter-initiated than ego-initiated actions (51.1% vs.
42.5%), whereas those in the Autonomous (49.3% vs. 39.5%) and Assisted Planning (49.0% vs.
38.7%) had less alter-initiated than ego-initiated interactions. There was no statistically significant difference in the balance between ego-and alter-initiated interactions between those in the Assisted and Autonomous Planning conditions. Also, there were no statistically significant difference in the balance between active and passive behaviors, although those in the Autonomous Planning condition were more passive than active, whereas those in the other two conditions were more often active than passive. The relative passiveness of those in the Autonomous Planning condition also shows in the higher instances for those in the Autonomous Planning condition where both alter and ego were "both inactive" compared to those in the other two conditions (p = 0.0917).
Effective networking behaviors per treatment group
The above analyses have brought to light how individuals across the three treatment groups differ in their behavior but has not yet addressed how differences in behavior between and within groups may be related to differences in networking effectiveness. In this section, we address this question in two ways: descriptively and by way of a regression analysis. Table 4 compares the micro-behaviors described above across six groups: per treatment group and by success in locating the target. These figures need very careful interpretation due to low cell fillings. For the Assisted Planning group, we find that successful participants had a great share of planned interactions that unsuccessful individuals. They also exhibit higher levels of immediate switching and were less frequently involved in interactions where neither they nor their alter decided to ask their question. In the aggregate figures, we find that successful Assisted
Planners had more ego-initiated actions, more deliberate actions, and fewer passive behaviors.
Successful Autonomous Planners had higher levels of planned and referral-based actions, and lower levels of local search and quick turns (but more immediate switching). Similar to successful Assisted Planners, in aggregate, successful Autonomous planners had higher levels of ego-initiated and deliberate behaviors. Finally, successful participants in the No Planning condition had higher levels of followed referrals, higher immediate switching and much higher levels of taking chance, compared to unsuccessful participants in the same condition. They also had higher levels of intercept and lower levels of responding only. In aggregate, there are only minor differences in the level of deliberate versus ad-hoc behaviors between successful and unsuccessful No Planners, and minor differences in the extent of ego-versus alter-initiated 24
interactions. Yet, successful No Planners were much more active during the game than the unsuccessful ones. Table 5 compares, for all three treatment groups, regression coefficients for the each of the four measures of level of intentionality (cf. Figure 1) , presented as moving averages (pertaining to all preceding interactions) created from binary variables with a value of 1 representing behavior that is more intentional. We focus on finding the answer to the first question, with success in this endeavor as the dependent variable. Dummies are included for individuals (to bypass inter-individual variation) and for interaction sequence number (as averages based on fewer interactions will be less precise). Results suggest different patterns for the three treatment groups. To those in the No Planning group, behaviors that are more intentional do not seem to provide any advantage. A likely reason for this is that, without background information or planning, the expected value of participants' agentic actions is no better than that relinquishing agency. When acting on a premeditated plan (albeit based solely on one's preexisting knowledge of others), intentional behaviors become more worthwhile. While it is true that these participants did not possess better information per se than their counterparts in the No Planning group, they did invest time and energy into reflecting on and articulating the knowledge they already possessed. In essence, this meant that they were operating based on higher quality information, raising the expected value of attribute-based search and heightened agency. Thus, all such behaviors led to superior outcomes. Finally, the connection between intentionality and outcomes appears yet more crystallized in the case of the Assisted Planning group. These participants could act on the basis of high-quality information, so their decisions following premeditation tended to be superior to the referrals they received. For the same reason, they were better off taking their fate into their own hands, as opposed to going with the flow and waiting to be 25 approached by others.
DISCUSSION
Despite the recent surge of interest in networking (Bensaou et al., 2013; Casciaro et al., 2014; Singh et al., 2010; Vissa, 2012) , our understanding of the behavioral dynamics of networking is still very limited. This study has shed light on how individuals combine intentional and serendipitous behaviors when searching for information through networking and how the balance between those behaviors depends on their level of planning and available background information on other participants. Our study offers two broad contributions to theory.
First, our study informs a longstanding debate in sociology (Emirbayer & Goodwin, 1994) on the extent to which individuals exercise agency in networking processes or, rather, are subject to influence from prior structure and environmental factors from which networking serendipitously unfold (Bandura, 2001; Casciaro et al., 2014) . Examining how, and why, individuals take control over the initiation of interactions, at different points in time, helps clarify the role of agency in social networks (Gulati & Srivastava, 2014) . Specifically, we find that individuals with premediated ideas of who to turn to and greater background information on other participants are strongly inclined to exercise control over choosing their interaction partners, whereas those who do not engage in any planning let their search be guided more serendipitously through accepting the interaction initiatives of others. Whereas a highly intentional networking strategy typically pays off for those engaging in planning on the basis of high-quality information ("Assisted planning") and a strategy with greater serendipity does so for those without a plan ("No planning"), those planning based on limited information ("Autonomous Planning") run the risk of sticking to a plan despite its potentially low quality. For example, successful autonomous planners often took the chance of asking questions of people 26 that approached them, whereas unsuccessful autonomous planners rarely did. Switching from intentional to more serendipitous modes of action could have helped them find shortcuts to their target, outside of the network routes their plan was focused on. In such, situations effective networking depends on the individual ability to achieve a balance between maintaining and relinquishing agency. Akin to the advantageousness of switching between explorative and exploitative mindsets (Laureiro-Martínez, 2014) , those that make more timely switches between agency and "passivity" may be more apt at reaping the rewards of their networks.
Second, our study introduces a typology of networking behaviors that helps describe the nuances of networking behavior between the extremes of high-agency, fully intentional networking and low-agency, serendipitous networking. Importantly, whilst agency and intentionality overlap at those extremes, at intermediate levels of intentionality they do not. Necessary condition satisfied (i.e. needs to be "Y") 1 In rare cases, both ego and alter initiate a conversation, for example if ego planned the conversation and ego was a referral for alter. 2 Some referrals confirm planned alters. For the sake of simplicity such actions are coded as planned.
Possible condition -Does not determine coding Necessary condition -not-satisfied (i.e. needs to be "N") Sufficient condition -One criterion in row needs to be satisfied Note that for these analyses we dropped two observations who erroneously claimed to have found their target. 
